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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The number of people under community criminal justice supervision in the United States
continues to reach record highs. Nearly 4.7 million adult men and women were on
probation or parole at the end of 2001, an increase of 113,791 from the previous year. In
California, this included about 121,100 offenders on parole (released from state prison)
and about 330,000 on probation (supervision at the county level for less serious crimes).'
On average, California probation departments and state prisons release more than
160,000 probationers and 125,000 prisoners annually, once their terms have been served.

In some states, parole and probation are combined and are state-funded. In California,
parole is a state function, while probation is operated and funded at the local level. As a
practical matter, this means that funding for probation services is very uneven and has
declined significantly over time. The result is that relatively few probationers are actively
monitored. Due to state and federal grants targeting supervision of violent juveniles,
even fewer adult probationers are now being actively supervised. Combining the two
systems might provide a more rationale allocation of resources and result in more
effective supervision activities.

Parole

After release from prison, most California offenders are subject to one to three years of
parole supervision. Generally, they are released back to the county where they lived
before entering prison. Many parolees are supervised while participating in drug or
alcohol treatment programs, or attending reentry employment programs. Some parolees
are supervised while receiving special aftercare services for health or mental health-
related conditions.

Parole revocation rates in the state are high compared to the rest of the country. For
example, from 1990 to 2000 the revocation rate (return to prison rate) for California
parolees averaged 64 percent, compared to the national average rate of 40 percent. Why
are the majority of parolees in California not succeeding while under supervision? Is it
because of more stringent surveillance and supervision, or is it because of inadequate
treatment and reentry services?

Given the human and financial costs of prison—and the collateral consequences for
families, victims, and communities—funding effective prisoner reentry programs may be
a good investment. Currently, California has the capacity to provide about 56,000
parolees with drug and mental health treatment, or employment, literacy and computer
services each year. Approximately 121,000 offenders entered parole in 2001. Even
though there are limited resources for parolees, there are a number of promising prison
reentry programs in California: employment-training programs, drug and alcohol
treatment and aftercare programs, computer education programs, “one stop”” employment
centers, and self-help and peer programs. Many of these programs are briefly described
in this report. All are staffed by trained parole agents and contract personnel. State
funding has expanded staffing at the existing network of Parole Outpatient Clinics,
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resulting in the availability of more services and improved monitoring of about 7,200
severely mentally ill offenders. In partnership with the state Employment Development
Department (EDD), CDC has stationed EDD job placement specialists in the majority of
parole offices throughout the state. According to CDC Parole officials, over the last two
years EDD program specialists have placed nearly 9,000 parolees in jobs.

California Department of Corrections (CDC) data indicates that the percentage of
parolees committing new criminal acts drops 72 percent after successful completion of a
substance abuse treatment program. In general, however, the state’s prison and parole
system has not yet joined the move to data-based program accountability that would
enable administrators and policy makers to learn what works in reducing recidivism.
CDC does not have data linking most parole program activities to recidivism rates. The
Department could develop a baseline of information from which to analyze which parole
program activities contribute to reduced recidivism rates. Keeping records about parolee
program participation and long term results could help build a better results-driven
system.

Local Probation

Offenders placed on probation by the courts usually serve from six months to a year
before they are released from supervision. On average, California’s probation revocation
rate is about the same as the rest of the country (40 percent in the U.S., 41 percent in
California).> Most county probation departments have some rehabilitation programs, but
monitoring resources are very limited. Almost all minor offenders (misdemeanor and
some felony offenders) on probation are “banked” and receive little or no effective
supervision.

2 California Research Bureau, California State Library



PAROLE
Definition

Parole is a period of conditional community supervision required of inmates following
their release from prison. If a parolee violates the conditions of parole, he or she can be
returned to prison to serve any of the remaining part of their sentence. At least 95 percent
of all state prisoners will be released from prison at some point; nearly 80 percent will be
released to parole supervision. California accounted for nearly 30 percent of all state
parole discharges nationally during 1999 and 2001.

Mandatory parole release accounts for the majority of offenders released annually from
prisons (see Chart 1). Mandatory parole release occurs in jurisdictions with a determinate
sentencing statute, in which an inmate is conditionally released from prison after serving
a specified portion of the original sentence, minus any good time earned. Nearly all
states (45), including those with “three strikes and you’re out” provisions, have
mandatory minimum sentencing laws for certain serious felony crimes. A few states
instead employ sentencing enhancement approaches or sentencing commissions, giving
judges more options at the time of sentencing. Use of firearms and other deadly weapons
are the crimes that fall under mandatory minimum laws. In 1999, more than 99 percent
of California's parole discharges received mandatory release parole. This means they
have completed their minimum sentence and must be released.

Discretionary parole exists in the intermediate sentencing model, under which a parole
board has authority to conditionally release prisoners based on statutory or administrative
determination of eligibility. In almost all cases, discretionary parole applies to offenders
sentenced to “life” with the possibility of parole. In a few states, including California,
parole for sexually violent offenders and mentally disturbed offenders is also
discretionary.” The Board of Prison Terms has jurisdiction over these cases in California.
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Chart 1
The Growth of Mandatory Prison Release in the U.S.
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Source: California Research Bureau, using U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003

NATIONAL TRENDS IN PAROLE

At the end of 2001, 516,202 adults were under state parole supervision in the United
States, including 137,932 adults in California (see Chart 2).!

Chart 2
* Number of Parolees Annual State Parole Population in the United States, 1991-2001
600,000
500,000 /j —— XS - N *> *> *> —
400,000
300,000 —— All States
== California
200,000

100,000 .___i—l——P_‘. __.___.__..——I———I—‘.

0

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
I—o— All States | 457,900 | 497,053 510,000 | 515,000 | 510,000 | 508,000 | 505,000 | 508,000 | 511,000 | 515,000 | 516,290
‘-I- California | 80,905 87,947 90,628 93,536 102,181 109,659 115,299 122,981 129,709 134,821 136,932

Year * Indicates year end number of parolees under supervision
Source: California Research Bureau, based on data from CDC and U.S. BJS, 2003

e The nation’s state parole population grew by about 1,290 in 2001, or 1 percent
over the previous year. There was an increase of 11.6 percent over the last decade.

!'Parolees under supervision include absconders, out-of-state parolees, and federal parolees.

4 California Research Bureau, California State Library



e Mandatory releases from prison as a result of a determinate sentencing statute
resulted in 55 percent of the adults entering parole in 2001, up from 45 percent in
1995.

e Eleven states had double-digit increases in their parole populations in 2001 and
two states had increases of 20 percent or more: Oklahoma (27 percent) and Idaho
(20 percent).

e Seventeen states had a decrease in their parole population. In two states, the
decrease was more than ten percent: West Virginia, 16 percent, and North
Carolina, 12 percent.

e Four states (California, New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas) supervised over half
of all state parolees from 1990 to 2000.

In all states, the number of parole violators returned to prison increased during the 1990s.
In 1999, parole violations accounted for more than 50 percent of state prison admissions
in four states: California (67 percent), Utah (55 percent), and Montana and Louisiana (53
percent). In five states, parole violators comprised ten percent or less of all prison
admissions: Florida (seven percent), Alabama (nine percent), Indiana (ten percent), and
Mississippi and West Virginia (ten percent).

Some researchers contend that the variation among states is because some states return
parolees to prison for technical violations and they are more likely to employ closer
parole supervision. According to Joan Petersilia, a prominent California researcher, “If
you supervise parolees more closely, and enforce their parole conditions more
vigorously, without a system of graduated sanctions, you will send more people back to
prison.””” Under California law, when a parolee is returned to prison for a violation, the
“clock stops™ on the time owed for parole supervision.®

Among parole violators returned to prison in 1997, those held in California prisons were
the least likely to have been arrested or convicted for a new offense. It is easier to return
a parolee to prison for a technical violation than to go to trial for a new crime, especially
for nonviolent crimes. Arresting officers have considerable discretion on how to deal
with a minor infraction, and revoking parole is a straightforward response. California
parolees are more likely than parolees in other states to have been returned for a drug
violation (27 percent), compared to 11 percent of parole violators in New York and
Texas.

The three largest state prison systems in the country (California, Texas, and New York)
held over half of all state parole violators in their prisons in 1997. California prisons held
22 percent of all state parole violators, Texas, 21 percent, and New York, eight percent
(see Chart 3).
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Chart 3

California, Texas, and New York Parole Violators as a Percentage of All State Parole Violators

Percentage of Parole Violatorss Returned to Prison (1997)
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Source: California Research Bureau, based on data from the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2002.

Unlike Texas and New York, parolees in California are fairly evenly split among the
main ethnic groups (this does not reflect their share of the population). (See Chart 4).

Chart 4
Texas, California, and New York Share of Parole Violators by Ethnicity, (1997)
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Source: California Research Bureau, using data from U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2002.

New York had the largest percentage of parole violators convicted for a violent offense
(41 percent) in 2000, compared to 33 percent in Texas and 24 percent in California.

However, parole violators in California had the longest criminal histories: more than 58
percent had been previously incarcerated at least three times, compared to 42 percent in
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Texas and 35 percent in New York. Nationwide, 44 percent of parole violators reported
three or more prior incarcerations.’

THE CALIFORNIA PAROLE SYSTEM

A parolee’s first contact after release from prison is at a parole field office, which serves
as the focal point of contact for re-integration into society. There are 182 parole offices
and stations throughout the state.

For most offenders, parole is automatic once they complete their court-imposed sentence.
The amount of time spent on parole depends on the crime and the parolee's behavior.
Most parolees serve from one to three years on parole.

For those offenders who receive life sentences with the possibility of parole, the Board of
Prison Terms (BPT), an independent agency, must approve their release. The Board also
conducts parole revocation hearings for parole violators. If paroled, parolees spend three
to five years on parole. At parole hearings, BPT commissioners review the facts of the
case, interview the inmate, and evaluate the inmate’s in-prison adjustment. In making the
decision on whether to grant or deny parole, the commissioners rely heavily on California
Department of Corrections records and recommendations. The Governor also has an
important role in the decision-making process, since the BPT commissioners are selected
by the Governor and by extension reflect the Administration’s parole policies

The California state parole system is funded primarily from the state General Fund. As
of January 1, 2003, the CDC Parole Division supervised 119,166 parolees with a budget
of $397.6 million (excluding funds for substance abuse treatment).

Relative to funding for prison institutions, state funding on parole and community
services has increased only slightly in the last decade (see Chart 5 below).

In 2002, California parole offenders were primarily men (89 percent), with only 11
percent female. The major ethnic groups in the parole population were White (30.1
percent), African-American (26.3 percent), and Hispanic (38.9 percent). (See Appendix
A for a 2001 breakdown by county of the number of parolees in California.)

California Research Bureau, California State Library 7



According to the California Department of Corrections, several factors have caused the
parole population to decline over the last several years. Fewer parole violators are being
returned to prison by administrative actions of the Board of Prison Terms, and they are
serving slightly less time in prison. Also, fewer parolees than anticipated are being
returned to state prison by the courts.®

Chart 6

Number of Felons Felon Parolee Population Under Supervision in California (1996 to 2003)
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Source: California Research Bureau and the CDC, Offender Information Service Branch, 2003.

RELEASING PAROLEES INTO THE COMMUNITY

Before being paroled, an offender must agree in writing to abide by certain conditions.
The basic parole conditions are:

Obey all parole agent instructions

Report immediately upon release, and later as instructed
Follow all laws

Do not carry any weapon

In addition to these basic requirements, many parolees have special conditions they must
fulfill. For example, parolees with psychological and/or mental health problems are
required to attend outpatient therapy in one of the four designated parole outpatient
program regions, which are located in San Diego, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and
Sacramento. Parolees who have abused drugs or alcohol must abstain and must test
periodically to ensure compliance. Parolees who are violent or predatory may be directed
by the Board of Prison Terms (BPT) to stay away from certain individuals or locations.

If a parolee fails to adhere to the conditions of parole, parole can be revoked and he or
she can be sent back to prison. According CDC Parole officials, however, parole agents
may send a parolee who has “tested dirty” for drugs, or was caught in possession of

8 California Research Bureau, California State Library



drugs, to a residential treatment program rather than send him or her to the Board of
Prison Terms for readmission to prison.

The California Department of Corrections, Parole and Community Services Division
oversees parole services. These services are provided primarily by contract with public
and privately operated community correction facilities, reentry centers, restitution
centers, and substance abuse treatment centers. The California Department of
Corrections has about 2,168 parole agents in the field (Parole Agent classification I-1V)
throughout the state. According to the CDC, in 2003 it costs about $2,300 per year to
supervise a parolee, compared to $28,500 per year to incarcerate a person in state prison.’

Before a parolee returns to the community, the parole agent evaluates both the potential
risk to the community and the needs of the parolee. This initial assessment helps
determine how often the parolee must meet with the parole agent and what type of
programs or services are recommended.

Parolees fall into one of four major categories:

e High control-Has the potential for assaulting behavior and/or a serious record
such as a “large scale” drug dealer, sex offender, or firearms violation; includes
parolees with two or more violent or serious convictions.

e High services-Requires support to meet psychological, physical or employment
needs; includes mentally ill parolees who require pre-release preparation,
financial planning, and assistance with their treatment in the community.

o (Control/Services-Medium risk; requires moderate amounts of control and
services.

o  Minimum-Low risk; has minimal support needs.

According to CDC parole officials, about one-fourth of all parolees are in the high
service and high control risk categories. Almost all other parolees are in the medium risk
control/services category. The minimum risk category is seldom used. The ratio of
parolees to parole agent supervision is about 40 to 1 for the high control and high service
categories, and about 80 to 1 for the control service category. According to parole
officials, the ideal caseload for all cases is about 40 parolees per parole agent."

Parole agents are required to regularly schedule office visits with parolees, to
occasionally make unannounced home visits, and to make sure that the parolees are
abiding by parole conditions. All parolees are subject to search for cause, without a
warrant, by parole agents. Most parolees undergo routine drug testing. Whenever
possible, parolees are referred to other service agencies such as public health and mental
health clinics, residential treatment facilities, and or drug and alcohol abuse treatment
programs.

RECIDIVISM RATES AMONG PAROLEES

Between 1991 and 2001, the number of parolees returned annually to California prisons

California Research Bureau, California State Library 9



for committing new crimes or other offenses decreased from 16,000 to 14,351 (or 9.2
percent decrease). Within the same timeframe, however, the annual number of parolees
returned to prison for violating the conditions of their parole increased from 41,333 to
74,275 (an increase of 44 percent, see Chart 7 below).

Number of Parolees

80,000

50,000

30,000

10,000

0

Chart 7
Parolees Returned to Prison in California (1991 to 2001)
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Source: California Department of Corrections and California Research Bureau, 2003.

Year

CDC recently published recidivism rate data for parolees who were tracked over a two-
year period. Starting in 1999, 25,651 parolees (or 43 percent) who were released from
prison for the first time were returned to prison within one year. Within a two-year
period, 33,262 parolees (or 56 percent) were returned to prison, for a total of 59,322

parolees.

The top five counties of origin for parole violators are:

e Los Angeles, 30.6 percent

e San Diego, 6.9 percent

e San Bernardino, 6.5 percent
e Orange, 5.2 percent

e Riverside, 5.5 percent

The most common reasons why parole violators were returned to prison within two years

of release were for drug-related offenses (41 percent), property offenses (29 percent),

physical/personal offenses (22 percent) and other offenses (9 percent).
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Chart 8

Percentage of Parolees Reasons Why Parolees Were Returned to Prison in California (1999 and 2000)
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Source: California Research Bureau and CDC Research Branch, 2003.

WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF THE HIGH PAROLE FAILURE RATE IN
CALIFORNIA?

Parolees must overcome significant barriers on their way to successfully completing
parole. These barriers include:

¢ High unemployment rates of between 70-80 percent after imprisonment
e High substance abuse rates of up to 85 percent
e High illiteracy rates of about 50 percent

One-in-ten parolees is homeless immediately upon parole, and between 60 and 90 percent
of parolees lack the “survival skills” needed to succeed on parole after leaving prison.
These include the ability to control anger, conduct business (such as exchanging money
or balancing a checkbook), find a job, and follow directions.

For at least a year after being paroled, an offender remains under the watchful eye of his
or her parole agent. This “conditional release” provides an extra measure of control over
the offender during his or her transition back into society. However, the extra scrutiny
and lack of services to help the parolee resolve problems such as unemployment and
substance abuse, can lead to parole failure and return to prison.

California Department of Corrections (CDC) research indicates that the percentage of
parolees committing new criminal acts drops 72 percent after successful completion of a
substance abuse treatment program.

California Research Bureau, California State Library 11



THE PROCESS FOR DETERMINING WHERE PAROLEES ARE PLACED IN THE

COMMUNITY

Most offenders are paroled to the county where the crime occurred (which may differ
from their family’s home). Parole staff can make an exception, however, if an alternate
placement would better serve the public and the parolee. According to Department of

Corrections parole officials, about five percent of parolees are given an alternative placement
instead of to the county where the crime occurred. In all alternative placement cases, local law
enforcement officials are given notice of this decision. According to parole officials, in many
cases a parolee in a similar situation in the alternative region is exchanged, keeping workloads

balanced. (This is called “import/export.”)

Factors used to consider where a parolee may be alternatively placed include:

The need to protect a person’s life or safety, especially victims or witnesses

A bona fide job offer or training program in another county

The legal residence of the parolee is not where the crime was committed

The existence of strong family ties or support system in another county

The need for mental health treatment in the parolee’s best interest.

Strong local concern that would reduce the chance for parole success and safety

County and city criminal justice organizations have a very limited role in monitoring and
supervising the activities of parolees. However, local service providers such as medical,
mental health, and drug treatment professionals may have direct relationships with
parolees through contracts with the California Department of Correction, Parole and
Community Services Division or the California Department of Drug and Alcohol
programs. These programs are described in Table 1.

Table 1

FY 2001-2002

Prison and Parole Reentry Programs and Treatment Programs

Program Type In-Prison Parole (Beds/Slots)
(Beds/Treatment Slots)

Substance Abuse Treatment 7,000 Slots

Correctional Reentry Centers 1,100 Slots

(Transitional Release)

Restitution Center 110 Slots

Community Correction Facilities 2,000 Slots

Residential Multi-Service Centers 228 Beds

Computer Literacy Learning Centers 5,355 Slots

Job Plus Program 3,090 Slots

Offender Employment Continuum 1,650 Slots

Parolee Employment Program 6,000 Slots (Approximately)

Female Offender Treatment Program 399 Slots

Prisoner Mother Program 46 Slots

Proposition 36

7,000 Slots (Approximately)

Substance Abuse Service Coordinating
Agency

8,547 Slots

12
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Program Type In-Prison Parole (Beds/Slots)
(Beds/Treatment Slots)

Substance Abuse Treatment and 7,950 Slots

Recover (STAR)

Parolee Services Network 6,092 Slots

Mentally Ill Offender Clinics 7,200 Slots

Transitional Case Management 1,500 Slots

Program for Mentally Ill

Transitional Health Case Management 1,100 Slots

Program (AID/HIV)

Totals 10,146 Slots/Beds 56,221 Slots/Beds

Source: California Research Bureau, using Department of Corrections data, 2003

TRANSITIONAL WORK RELEASE AND REINTEGRATION PROGRAMS
Community Correctional Reentry Centers

Community correctional reentry centers are transitional facilities for early release
parolees and inmates selected by CDC for work furlough. Inmates transferred to a
community correctional reentry facility must meet all of the following conditions:

e The inmate applies for a transfer to a community correctional reentry facility

e The inmate is not currently serving a sentence for conviction of any violent
offense described in subdivision (c) of Penal Code Section 667.5

e The inmate has less than 120 days left to serve in a correctional facility

e The inmate has not been convicted previously of an escape

e The Department determines that the inmate would benefit from the transfer

In a work furlough program, inmates are expected to find work or training, to reestablish
family ties, and to plan for their release. The community facility is locked at all times,
but inmates are granted leaves for work or planned appointments. Inmates who cause
problems are returned to prison.

Contractors usually handle the day-to-day operations of community reentry facilities.
Many facilities are located in or near major metropolitan areas, with access to jobs,
services, and families. They offer a viable alternative to prison. Currently there are 32
reentry facilities in California serving as many as 1,100 early release prison and work
furlough parolees.

The California Department of Corrections, Parole Division, is also piloting pre-release
work furlough education program at reentry facilities in Oakland, Sacramento, Los
Angeles, and Orange County. The unique curriculum includes on substance abuse
education, self-esteem development, parenting skills, employment competencies, public
speaking, and enhanced living skills (the ability to function independently on a daily
basis).

California Research Bureau, California State Library 13



Restitution Centers

In 2002, the CDC operated two community restitution centers, both located in Los
Angeles (Penal Code 6233). Today, there is only one center with about 110 beds. The
purpose is to provide a means for inmates to pay financial restitution to their victims, as
ordered by the sentencing court or as agreed upon by the defendant and his or her
victims.

Restitution fines are paid to the California State Board of Control, Victim Restitution
Fund, to reimburse eligible victims of violent crime for loss wages and other related
expenses. Fines usually range from $200 to $10,000. An additional fine of the same
amount may be imposed on a parolee who violates the terms of parole. Participating non-
violent, low-risk offenders are not allowed to leave a restitution center except to go to
work, or if specifically authorized. They must return to the restitution center immediately
after work or when required to do so by the person in charge of the restitution center.

Inmates in restitution centers are supervised by contracting employees of private
nonprofit and profit corporations, and by peace officer personnel of the Department of
Corrections on a 24-hour basis. As a condition of any contract awarded by the State to a
vendor for restitution center operations, a peace officer from the Department of
Corrections must be assigned to provide daily oversight and guidance in custody and
security activities. After deducting work expenses, a prisoner’s paycheck is divided
equally among the victim, the Department, and the inmate.

Community Corrections Facilities

Community Corrections Facilities offer programs for inmates who were recently returned
to prison for violating parole to help them prepare for successful re-integration into
society. These facilities are run by cities, counties, and private profit or nonprofit
organizations under contract with the Department of Corrections. There are
approximately 2,000 community corrections facility beds throughout the state.

The programs are for inmates who wish to participate (inmates cannot be forced to
participate in prison programs). They include counseling for drug and alcohol abuse,
developing employment skills, sensitivity to victims, family responsibility, and literacy
training. Most programs also include post-release counseling in order to ensure a greater
opportunity for success. Eligible inmates may be granted furloughs to community
correctional facilities for the purposes of employment, education, vocational training, or
to arrange suitable employment and residence.

Residential Multi-Service Centers

Approximately ten percent of the parolee population becomes homeless after leaving
prison. They generally reside in parks, alleyways, and vacant buildings, are
unemployable or under-employed, suffer from a variety of illnesses and drug and alcohol
addiction, and are illiterate. This population is often rejected by local service agencies
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because they do not follow through with appointments. As a result, they are likely to
commit new criminal acts or technical violations of parole.

Rather than return the homeless parolee to custody, parole agents now have the option of
sending them to residential multi-service centers where they can receive shelter and
substance abuse and alcohol abuse treatment in a therapeutic environment. They may
also develop “self”’skills such as improved communication and life planning and receive
job counseling while they recover. Parolees who volunteer can stay up to one year if they
meet these requirements:

e Willingness to participate

e No history of arson, sex offenses, or violence
e Not receiving social security income

e Not in need of medical detoxification

e Physically and mentally capable

There are currently six residential multi-service center locations in the state with a total of
228 beds. Program funding in FY 2002/2003 is $6.2 million.

EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

The post-release employment experience of a parolee is frequently an important
determinant of whether the individual will successfully complete parole. Research
demonstrates a positive relationship between labor market conditions and crime rates, and
evaluations of parolee employment programs show significant associations between
program participation, employment, and reduced recidivism."

Over the last decade, the CDC has attempted to address the employment needs of inmates
as they leave prison through a variety of specially designed programs and partnerships.

e In partnership with the state Employment Development Department, CDC has
stationed EDD job placement specialists in the majority of parole offices
throughout the state. According to CDC Parole officials, over the last two years
EDD program specialists have placed nearly 9,000 parolees in jobs.

e The CDC Parole and Community Service Division operates nine computer-
learning labs in parole offices throughout the state. Each lab can help 160
parolees per year to raise their reading by two grade levels after 100 hours of
training.

e The CDC has comprehensive pre-release education programs located in work
furlough centers in Oakland, Sacramento, Los Angeles and Orange County. The
curriculum focuses on substance abuse education, self-esteem development,
parenting skills, employment competencies, public speaking and other life skills.
These and other parole-related service and learning programs are discussed in
more detail below.
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Computerized Literacy Learning Centers

Recent studies conducted by the CDC directly link success on parole to a parolee’s
educational level. There is a correlation between “functional literacy” and employment.
Functional literacy is the ability to follow written directions and to apply basic reading
and writing skills. Employers require basic literacy skills that many parolees do not have.
More than half of parolees read below the sixth grade level, and about 70 percent are
unemployed upon release. Lack of literacy and employability skills are primary barriers
to parole success. Put another way, without the skills required for gainful employment,
parolees are at a high risk of returning to prison.

In 1992, the CDC entered into agreements with the Contra Costa County Office of
Education and the Hacienda La Puente Unified School District to implement INVEST, a
computer-assisted instructional program. The program is based on the premise that adult
learning does not follow a path typical of most K-12 learners, but rather that adult
learners have specific skill deficiencies requiring remediation. Adult learners must be
provided with lessons and activities that have relevance and application to real life.
Using computers increases an adult learner's success and sense of accomplishment, and
provides a basic valuable skill in a labor market that increasingly relies on technology.

An evaluation of the program after two years of operation found that participating
parolees increased reading and math skills by an average of two grade levels. Since its
inception, of the almost 7,000 participants who have been in the program, 55 percent had
fewer than 12 years of schooling and their average age was 32. Students with the least
schooling made the largest gains, averaging 2.7 grade levels. Unfortunately, CDC
officials do not have data that links these parolees to jobs, nor data on whether they
returned to prison before the expiration of their parole.

According to CDC parole officials, there are now 19 INVEST computer learning center
programs located throughout the state, each with 84 computer worksites. In FY 2001-02,
the program served 5,355 parolees and was funded at $3.1 million.

Jobs Plus Program

Jobs Plus is a joint CDC Parole Division and California State University Sacramento
Foundation program designed to help selected parolees. Parolee candidates for the
program must be in good standing, be approved by their parole agent, and reside in one of
the following service delivery counties: Kern, Orange, San Francisco, Los Angeles, San
Diego, San Joaquin, Riverside, or Santa Clara. Eleven contract service providers assist
parolees to learn job search and basic work survival skills. Once enrolled in Jobs Plus, a
parolee is linked to a possible job and provided support services such as substance abuse
assistance, housing, transportation, and job-related clothing and tools.

According to CDC parole officials, Jobs Plus successfully assisted 3,090 parolees in FY
2001-02 in obtaining full time employment. CDC has no data on the recidivism rate of
these parolees.
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Offender Employment Continuum Program

The Offender Employment Continuum Program was started in 1999 as a joint venture
between the CDC Institutions and Parole Divisions to provide transitional assistance to
inmates scheduled to parole in Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Sacramento, and San
Diego counties. Eligible inmates are able to participate in the program at one of five
selected prisons prior to leaving their institutions (Avenal State Prison, California
Rehabilitation Center, Folsom State Prison, R. J. Donovan Correctional Facility, and San
Quentin State Prison).

Inmates go through a 40-hour pre-employment workshop that matches them with a
vocation that fits their interests and skill levels. Once an inmate is released on parole, he
or she is provided with a referral to educational programs, vocational training, or
prospective employers. If the inmate is not contacted before paroling, he or she may be
referred to a local contactor by his or her parole agent at any time.

According to parole officials, in FY 2001-02, the program provided services to 1,650
inmates ready for parole. Since the program began in 1999, 5,000 parolees have
successfully completed the program. CDC has no data on the recidivism rate of these
parolees.

Parolee Employment Program

The Parole Employment Program is a joint venture between the CDC Parole Division and
the Employment Development Department (EDD) that began in 1991 to provide
employment services to parolees. Currently EDD employment counselors are stationed
at 50 of the 83 parole offices throughout the state.

The process begins when a parole agent issues a referral form showing that a parolee is in
good standing to an EDD job specialist, who conducts an intake interview with the
parolee to assess job skills. Over the course of several days, the parolee attends a series
of employment workshops including resume preparation, job interview skills, personal
grooming, and job search techniques. Once a parolee completes this preparation, he or
she is referred to existing employment opportunities through the EDD automated job
search system. Employers on the EDD lists receive up to $8,500 in state tax credits, and
are bonded (insured against misbehavior) at no cost for up to $2,500 as an incentive to
participate. According to CDC parole officials, between 5,000 and 7,000 parolees are
employed annually through this program.

LOCAL PAROLE REENTRY PROGRAMS

Police and Corrections Together

Recently the CDC Parole Division initiated a low-cost multi-service approach to helping
new parolees return to their communities. This new parolee orientation program, initially
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offered in the cities of Oakland and Sacramento, has expanded to other locations as well.
Police and Corrections Together (PACT) is designed to make parolees feel welcomed
back to their communities by bringing together a host of community resources and law
enforcement personnel to greet them after their release, a kind of “one-stop” shop
orientation for parolees.

In Sacramento, a two-hour orientation is held at a neighborhood community work and
skills training center. Parolees are greeted by their assigned parole agent as they enter the
facility, and are lectured by a senior parole agent who discusses what is expected of them,
followed by a keynote motivational speaker (an ex-offender) who tries to inspire them to
succeed. Afterwards, parolees are asked to meet individually with volunteer resource
personnel to learn how to access social and homeless services, health and mental health
treatment, employment opportunities, and drug or alcohol abuse treatment. Each parolee
receives a bag of food and “goodies,” and then meets with a community-oriented police
officer from their neighborhood to discuss what is expected and who to contact when
they need help. The orientation is held once a week and is usually attended by 100
parolees. All community resource personnel and the site locations participate through
Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with CDC.

Going Home—Los Angeles Program

The CDC Parole and Community Services Division was awarded a $2 million federal
grant in FY 2002 to implement a reentry program for parolees. The program’s goals are
to offer reentry services for state parolees in the Los Angeles parole region, and to
improve coordination of services between local nonprofit service providers and
governmental agencies. The target parolee population is composed of male felons ages
18-35 who are at high risk of re-offending (mostly mentally ill and sex offenders).

The participant enrollment process is being piloted at the Substance Abuse Treatment
Facility and State Prison at Corcoran for eligible offenders who are within 90 days of
their parole release date. The program began in the summer of 2002 and will serve a
minimum of 200 parolees over three years.

Project Choice

The City of Oakland was awarded a $1 million three year federal grant in FY 2002 to
build on an existing CDC parole program which provides intensive post-release services
and supervision to young Oakland parolees. Project Choice offers an array of services
including employment training, adult education, mental health and substance abuse
treatment, as well as intensive supervision. The program targets 120 high-risk male
offenders ages 14-29 from the California Department of Corrections and California
Youth Authority facilities nearest Oakland (San Quentin State Prison, two CDC
community reentry centers in Oakland, and the Northern California Youth Correctional
Center in Stockton). Inmates are referred to the program 6—12 months prior to parole.
No data is available about success of this program.
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PROGRAMS FOR FEMALE INMATES
Prisoner Mother Program (In Custody)

The Community Prisoner Mother/Infant Program is a custody program for selected
female inmates with young children that allows them to live together in small
community-based facilities until their sentence is complete or a parole date is granted.
Inmates are screened carefully before being admitted to the program. They must have no
history of violence or escape and must be deemed fit parents, with no record of child
abuse. In addition, the mother must have no more than six years to serve (including good
time or work credits), and must have been the primary caretaker of her children before
incarceration. Children of inmates in the program must be under six years old. Pregnant
mothers also can enroll in the program. While waiting for the birth of their children, they
participate in childbirth education and parenting classes.

By reuniting mothers with their children, the program helps to alleviate the harm caused
to children by separation from their mothers. During their stay (up to six years), the
inmates may participate in parenting classes, vocational and educational training, drug
and alcohol abuse counseling, and work experience. Classes are designed to help the
women from returning to their old habits, make them aware of the dangers of drug
addiction, and show them how drugs impair their lives and the lives of those around
them, especially their children.

Facilities are operated by private agencies under contract with the state. Due to local
permitting processes and opposition, it has been difficult for CDC to open more than two
facilities (Oakland and Pomona). Currently there are about 46 beds for women inmates
serving their sentences in the program with their children. Anecdotal information also
suggests that it is difficult for eligible female offenders to get information about the
program. Some current inmates mothers found out about the Mother/Infant Program
through their public defender."

Female Offender Treatment and Employment Program

This pilot transitional therapeutic-based drug treatment program is for female parolees
who have successfully completed an in-prison therapeutic drug treatment program. Three
private contractors operate the aftercare program (Phoenix House, Hope House, and
Mental Health Systems). They offer female parolees a six-month program of drug
treatment and counseling, life skills development, job skills training, anger management,
vocational training, residential care, and employment opportunities. The contactors serve
as case managers to coordinate all program and social services for the parolees, and work
closely with parole agents to ensure continuity and progress through the program.

The transitional component is lengthy and can last from six to fifteen months. The
incentive for a parolee to stay in the program is the opportunity to reunify with family on
weekend visits, and in some cases, to live with her child on-site. According to CDC
officials, by the time a parolee leaves the program, she is already working or is job-ready.
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This new, relatively small program began in 2000. Currently there are fifteen program
locations statewide with 399 beds. CDC has no data on the recidivism rate of these
parolees.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT
Proposition 36 Treatment

Substance abuse is an important factor that contributes to parole failure. Eighty-five
percent of all parolees have a history of chronic drug use, and frequently this leads to
relapse and parole revocation. According to CDC research, the percentage of parolees
committing new criminal acts drops 72 percent after successful completion of substance
abuse treatment. Proposition 36, enacted by California voters in 2000 (The Substance
Abuse and Crime Prevention Act of 2000), changed state law so that certain adult
parolees who use or possess illegal drugs may receive drug treatment and supervision in
the community, rather than being sent back to state prison.

Fewer CDC parolees are receiving Proposition 36 drug treatment services than was
anticipated in 2000. Initial CDC estimates of perhaps 13,500 eligible parolees have
proven too high.”” According to CDC and State Senate Proposition 36 Task Force
officials, in FY 2002 approximately 7,000 parolees received Proposition 36 treatment.
The lower number was due in part to funding constraints and eligibility requirements.'*

To receive Proposition 36 program treatment services, a parolee who violates a drug-
related condition of his or her parole for the first or second time, or is arrested for a
nonviolent drug possession, can be placed by the Board of Prison Terms (BPT) in a drug
treatment program as a condition of parole (Penal Code Section 3061.1). According to
CDC parole officials, the referral process involving the BPT has been cumbersome,
leading to a growing “logjam” of parolees awaiting decision.

As aresult of recent changes, the CDC Parole and Community Services Division now has
jurisdiction over the recommended disposition of all eligible parole violations for
Proposition 36 eligible parolees. The Division can make direct referrals to local county
Proposition 36 assessment centers. The Board of Prison Terms is notified of the direct
referral and is responsible for affirming/denying/modifying the parolees’ placement. The
revised process restores the parole agent’s authority to deal with parole violations that are
not mandatory reportable violations to the Board of Prison Terms. The referral to
Proposition 36 treatment is discretionary, and the parole agent can choose to use other
CDC-funded community treatment programs rather than Proposition 36 funded programs
in a given case. Under these revised procedures, the parole agent has discretion over
whether or not to submit qualified cases for Proposition 36 treatment and to seek
concurrence from the Board of Prison Terms. The Board of Prison Terms remains the
only authority that can render the finding that an eligible parolee is excluded from
Proposition 36 consideration.
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Other Substance Abuse Treatment and Parole Supervision Programs

Inmates who complete a prison-based drug treatment program are eligible to receive
aftercare services. There are twenty-nine prison drug treatment programs for male
inmates and four for female inmates. All programs use the Therapeutic Community
(TC) model. Therapeutic drug treatment programs are offered nationwide, and are
heavily used in the criminal justice system. CDC programs stress community and peer
group participation in the treatment process. TC offenders are usually housed together
and segregated from the mainline prison population for up to 20 hours per week so that
staff can reinforce positive behavior, help them to develop better social skills, and assist
them in coping with the rigors of day-to-day living." However, most TC program
inmates remain integrated with the general prison population in all other prisons for non-
treatment-related activities.

CDC'’s Office of Substance Abuse Programs (OSAP) administers both prison and parole
drug treatment and recovery programs. Eligible inmates must complete the in-prison
treatment program before continuing as a parolee in one of several aftercare drug
treatment programs. The CDC currently has about 7,000 drug treatment slots in state
prisons for inmates, and about 2,000 slots in community-based correctional facilities for
inmates who are returned to prison for parole violations.

OSAP funds four Parolee Service Networks that provide community treatment and
recovery services to parolees in eighteen counties. In FY 2001-02, over 6,000 parolees
were served through this network. In addition, OSAP funds four regional agencies
(Substance Abuse Service Coordinating Agency) that subcontract with separate networks
of service providers throughout the state to treat parolees who come out of in-prison
treatment programs (see below). In addition, the Board of Prison Terms can refer eligible
parole violators to either Proposition 36 treatment programs or OSAP-funded (SASCA)
providers instead of returning them to prison.

Substance Abuse Services Coordinating Agency Programs

Each of the four CDC parole regions has a Substance Abuse Services Coordinating
Agency (SASCA) that serves as an intermediary contractor to the local drug treatment
provider community. The CDC Office of Substance Abuse Programs funds the SASCAs
that in turn subcontract with local service providers. The four Substance Abuse
Coordinating Agencies in the state are as follows:

e Region I (northern and central valley counties) WestCare-California, Inc
e Region II (northern and central coastal counties) Walden House

e Region III (Los Angeles) Walden House

e Region IV (south state counties) Mental Health Services

" Two Therapeutic Community programs located at the Substance Abuse Treatment Facility in Corcoran
exist within completely separate prisons that are devoted to substance abuse treatment.
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SASCA case managers, therapeutic community program counselors and parole agents
work together with the inmate 90 days prior to a parole date to determine the type of
services he or she will need. The most common services are residential and/or outpatient.
After release from prison, SASCA case managers serve as intermediaries between the
parole agent and the subcontractor service provider while the parolee is in treatment. A
successful treatment program can last from 90 to 180 days, depending on the parolee’s
needs, such as whether he or she had a relapse during the term. Parolees cannot be forced
into drug treatment or drug counseling programs.

In FY 2001-02, 8,547 parolees (including 948 females) received SASCA-sponsored
treatment. The CDC is unable to provide an accurate account of the number of parolees
that successfully completed the programs because it manually collects this data from the
various contracting treatment providers.

Parolees who are eligible for Proposition 36 placement, and have Proposition 36 eligible
parole violations, may now be referred, with the Treatment Supervisor’s approval,
directly to local county Proposition 36 assessment centers or to CDC’s SASCA-funded
programs. The parole agent is to ensure that a parolee receives a copy of his or her CDC
activity report, and is instructed to appear at the appropriate assessment center for
Proposition 36 consideration. The parole agent is not required to provide transportation
to the assessment center, but is responsible for ensuring that instructions are followed and
community supervision is continued.

SASCA is a dedicated fund for parolees who continue drug treatment after leaving
prison. However, for certain parolees who relapse while on parole, there is some
eligibility overlap under Proposition 36, so that Proposition 36 funds can also be used to
pay for drug treatment service. By using Proposition 36 funds for parolees who have
repeatedly failed drug treatment, CDC can save SASCA treatment funds/slots for other
parolees. However, this is an important issue for counties, because there may not be
sufficient Proposition 36 treatment slots to serve both the large parole population and the
local county-eligible population. A recent California State Supreme Court decision may
have help to clarify this issue. In Varnell vs The People et al (on Habeas Corpus), the
court ruled that a drug-convicted felon with a prior serious felony conviction was
ineligible to receive Proposition 36 treatment from the county (S704614).

Substance Abuse Treatment Recovery

The CDC has developed the Substance Abuse Treatment and Recovery (STAR) program
to reduce parole revocation. STAR is a 30-day entry/open exit program (a parolee can
volunteer to participate and leave at anytime) that emphasizes participation in substance
abuse recovery activities in a classroom setting. Parolees remain in close contact with
their parole agent as well as with treatment counselors. Due to the chronic nature of
substance abuse, the STAR program is interventional, and incorporates the concept that
recovery is a process, not an event.

22 California Research Bureau, California State Library



The nationally recognized Contra Costa County Office of Education DEUCE curriculum
(Deciding, Educating, Understanding, Counseling, and Evaluation) is at the core of the
STAR educational intervention program, and has proven effective with offender
populations.” The program's primary goal is to motivate substance abusers to participate
in post-release recovery activities. The curriculum addresses denial, and stimulates
individual growth through active participation. Instruction helps parolees to develop a
new understanding of their problems related to substance abuse, and motivates them to
make necessary life-style changes. This educational path is designed to help parolees to
understand the thoughts, feelings and the events that can trigger a relapse, and to develop
insights into core issues involved in changing values and behaviors.

Independent study is stressed during the program. In the first phase, the participant
develops a community transition plan, focusing on community resources and release
planning. Once this phase is complete, the parolee moves into independent study,
focusing on anger/violence, parenting, emotions, and behavior. The program has
components such as “Process of Addiction and Recovery,” “12 Step,” and
“Employability and Communication.”

Approximately 7,950 parolees participated in the STAR substance-abuse treatment and
recovery program at 28 parole unit offices throughout the state in FY 2001-02, at a cost
of $3.1 million. The STAR Program is also offered at work furlough sites in Hollywood,
Van Nuys, Oakland and Sacramento.

Parole Service Network

The Parole Service Network is a CDC-funded and county-administered substance abuse
treatment program for parolees. The goal is to place inmates in drug or alcohol treatment
recovery upon release from prison, or to place parolees through referrals by parole
agents. The California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs and the CDC jointly
administer the program through an Interagency Agreement. Funds are allocated to
seventeen participating counties in most regions of the state. These participating counties
in turn subcontract with local provider networks.

During FY 2001-02, the Parole Service Network provided services to 6,092 parolees at a
cost of $11.2 million. CDC has no data on the recidivism rate of these parolees.

Transitional Health Care Program

This highly structured parole program is for inmates leaving prison with HIV/AIDS.
Officials identify HIV/AIDS inmates 90 days prior to their parole date, and discuss with
them options for individual service plans that link to service providers in the community.
Case managers in the community help the parolees with alcohol and drug counseling,
medical and dental care, housing, SSI benefits applications, mental health services, peer
support groups, HIV/AIDS/TB education, and employment opportunities. Program
managers also work with parole agents to provide the HIV/AIDS parolee with food
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vouchers, transportation, and emergency housing (in the absence of family support) for
the first 60-90 days after release from prison to parole.

Eight private nonprofit and county service providers throughout the state serve a
transitional parole population of 1,100 annually. Recidivism data on parolees in this
program is not available.

Programs for Mentally Il Parolees

Mentally ill offenders who are paroled from CDC are provided access to treatment
services through the Parole Outpatient Clinic network. The program goal is to continue
treatment for mentally ill parolees after they leave prison. Planning efforts begin before a
mentally ill offender is released from prison. One important component includes the
submitting an application on behalf of a parolee for federal benefits programs (SSI), to
help financially support the parolee in the community.

The Transitional Case Management Program provides services for about 1,500 severely
mentally ill offenders annually. While in prison, these offenders were in a segregated
housing unit within CDC’s Enhanced Outpatient Program because they did not adjust
well to prison life, and required substantial psychiatric care. The program follows an
approach similar to one which has successfully helped inmates who have AIDS or are
HIV-positive to transition back into the community. Parolees receive assistance for up to
90 days from a team that includes a psychologist, a psychiatric social worker, a benefits
counselor, and a support person (to assist with benefits application paperwork). Specially
trained parole agents supervise this group of mentally ill parolees, with caseloads as low
as 40 to one. This means the agents have more frequent contact with the parolees, and
more time to assist them with intensive pre-release planning and post-release services.

State funding also has expanded staffing at a network of Parole Outpatient Clinics that
provide improved services to about 7,200 severely mentally ill offenders annually. The
clinics target offenders whose mental health problems were stabilized while in prison, but
who continue to need treatment services and support upon their release to the community.
Clinician staffing is at caseload levels of 100 parolees to one clinician (previous ratios
were as high as 160 to one). Treatment continues during the entire period of parole.

Services for Inmates and Parolees with Developmental Disabilities

CDC and the Board of Prison Terms (BPT) have recently developed a remedial plan to
provide specialized parole services for developmentally disabled offenders, as required
by the Armstrong v. Davis lawsuit settlement. Under the terms of the settlement, the
CDC and BPT must provide reasonable accommodations to inmates/parolees with
disabilities at all parole and prison hearings to ensure they are fully aware of the
proceedings and the conditions of their parole.

Under the new plan, CDC staff will identify inmates/parolees with developmental
disabilities who require or request reasonable accommodation. The Department will
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review all documents in the inmate’s C-file that could identify a disability or the need for
reasonable accommodation, and will interview inmate/parolee. CDC already screens and
evaluates all new inmates and parolees with revoked parole for developmental
disabilities. Currently, inmates who are identified as developmentally disabled are placed
in one of ten state prisons (based on their classification level) where there is access to
physical therapists and pertinent instructors.

The Department is obligated to ensure that all inmates who are about to be released on
parole, and who request or require reasonable accommodations for their disability,
understand the conditions of their parole. The CDC will evaluate its remedial plan in one
year to determine whether there are adequate staff resources to provide the legally
required services.

In addition, the Board of Prison Term officials will receive training in the general
requirements of Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, including disability
awareness. Board staff must employ appropriate methods for determining whether a
prisoner with a disability understands written and verbal communications. The Board of
Prison Terms is to make reasonable accommodations for parolees at the time of their
revocation hearing should they require hearing, vision, or learning devices, and other
auxiliary aids and services for effective communication. These include, but are not
limited to, sign language interpreters, listening assistance devices, readers, and
individuals trained to assist persons with disabilities.
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PROBATION

PROBATION SYSTEMS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CALIFORNIA

Probation in the United States is administered by hundreds of independent agencies
operating under different state laws and following different philosophies. Over half of
the 1,920 agencies that administer adult probation services are operated at the state level
(26 states), and the rest are administered by combination of state/county and or county or
municipal agencies. Texas, for example, has over 100 independent, local district
probation agencies that handle adult probation cases.

In general, probation services in the United States are organized into five administrative
models:

e Juvenile. Over half of all juvenile probation services (2,120 agencies) are
administered at the local level or by a combination of local and state agencies, and the
rest are administered solely by state agencies (16 states). In all cases, the
administration of juvenile probation is separate from adult probation services.

e  Municipal/County. Probation units are directed by the trial courts following state law
and guidelines and are operated and funded by local governments. (This
administrative model operates only in California and Washington D.C.).

e State. A state-level executive agency administers a central probation and/or a
combined probation and parole system that provides services throughout the state.
(New Mexico for example, has a state-administered agency that provides both parole
and probation services).

e State combined. In this model programs are administered locally but funded at the
state level. (The state of Pennsylvania for example, provides funds to county
probation departments through a grant-in-aid program).

e [Federal. Probation is administered as an arm of the federal courts.

The organizational structure of probation in California in which the trial courts direct the
activities of local probation units is unusual. The only other jurisdiction in which adult
probation is the sole responsibility of local government is Washington D.C. California is
also the only state that does not serve as the primary funding source for local probation,
leaving this responsibility to local county governments. (Federal and state grants have
been utilized increasingly by local probation departments but they do not provide a
continuous funding stream).

National Trends in Probation Supervision

There are approximately 72,000 probation and parole officers across the United States
involved in direct the supervision of adult offenders:
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e 29,974 officers supervise probation offenders,
e 31,209 officers supervise a combination of parole and probation offenders, and
e 10,883 officers supervise only parole offenders.'

According to the American Parole and Probation Association, the adult probation
population grew from 2,670,234 in 1990 to 3,932,751 offenders in 2001, an increase of
32.3 percent. Fifty-three percent of all probationers were convicted of a felony, 45
percent of a misdemeanor, and one percent of other infractions. Twenty-five percent were
placed on probation for a drug violation, and 18 percent for driving while intoxicated.'’

Four states experienced an increase of ten percent or more in their probation populations
in 2001, led by Maine (15 percent), Colorado, Kentucky, and Virginia (12 percent each).
California’s adult probation population has remained relatively stable over the last ten
years (about 300,000 offenders). In contrast, the adult probation population has
decreased in 17 states, led by Nevada (14 percent decrease). Idaho has the highest rate of
probatiollgers per 100,000 residents (3,747), while New Hampshire has the lowest

(9,385).

While there is no official tabulation of the number of probation officers who supervise
juvenile offenders, the National Center for Juvenile Justice is sometimes able to provide
information on the number of probation personnel involved in juvenile supervision. Most
states do not consistently collect this information, and those that do, do not distinguish
between supervising and administration personnel."”

Probation departments across the country suffer from declining resources in the face of
increasing service demands. They generally receive less than ten percent of state and
local government funding for corrections. Contrasted to appropriations for prisons,
probation funding has been on the decline for 30 years.*

PROBATION IN CALIFORNIA

Probation departments in California counties currently serve an estimated 548,000 adult
and juvenile probationers; 38 percent are juveniles and 62 percent are adults. Next to
Texas, California’s probation population is the largest of any state in the nation.”'

California experienced a significant change in the probation population during the years
1991 to 2000, with the total adult population increasing by approximately seven percent.”
The number of juveniles on probation also increased during the past decade, from
172,000 in 1990 to 210,000 in 2000.”

The adult probation population has become much more violent, as measured by felony
offenses. More severe sentencing standards are one reason for this increase. The number
of adult probationers sentenced for a felony offense nearly doubled from 1990 to 2000,
from 130,000 to 245,000 offenders (see Chart 9). During this time period, the number of
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adults who were sentenced to probation for misdemeanor offenses decreased by
approximately 46 percent.

INumber of Probationers Chart 9
Felony Offenses as a Share of Adult Probation Caseload in California
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Supervision of Probationers in California

The number of probation officers supervising adult and juvenile offenders in California’s
58 counties increased from 6,387 in 1991 to 7,781 in 2000. The number of other local
probation department employees (which includes administrative, teaching, counseling,
prosecution, and public defense) increased from 7,366 in 1991 to 8,341 in 2000.™ This is
the only data on probation personnel collected by the Department of Justice. The data
does not distinguish adult probation from juvenile probation. Based on 1996 CRB survey
data, there were approximately 2,900 adult probation officers in California. That would
make the overall supervision ratio of probation officers to adult offenders approximately
1-to-121.

While the Department of Justice does not collect data by which to determine the ratio of
probation officers to juvenile probationers, it is possible to use 1996 CRB survey data to
make a reasonable estimate. Based on this data, there were 2,289 juvenile probation
officers supervising approximately 200,000 juveniles. That would make the supervision
ratio of probation officers to juvenile offenders approximately 1-to-87.

"' Counts of local law enforcement personnel are obtained from a one-day survey taken annually by the
Department of Justice on October 31. Prosecution, public defense, and probation department counts are
taken on June 30.
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The 1996 California Research Bureau survey (49 responding counties) found that
approximately 2,898 county-level personnel were involved in the management of adult
probation, and 2,289 personnel were involved in the management of juvenile probation (a
total of 5,187 probation officers).** In addition, approximately 1,369 probation officers
and other professional staff supervised 40,601 adult alternative sanction probationers, for
an overall total of 6,556 probation personnel (see Chart 10). The 1996 figure in Chart 10
below differs slightly from the CRB survey data because it also takes into consideration
retires.

Number of Officers Chart 10

9,000 Probation Officers Employed By California Counties
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Adult Probation Supervision Approaches

There are three primary approaches to adult probation in California, based on findings
from the 1996 CRB survey. A recent study by the California Judicial Council found
similar approaches, with alternative sanction programs more heavily utilized for juvenile
supervision.”

e Alternative sanction programs require high-risk offenders to undergo intensive
supervision, including frequent and unannounced contact by probation officers
outside a jail environment. Other alternative sanction programs require low-risk
offenders to pay restitution to victims and perform community service work.

e Regular probation requires offenders to make periodic visits or attend scheduled
meetings with probation officers to discuss work activities and living
arrangements.
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e Banked probation places minimal or no requirements on the offender to visit or
contact a probation officer.

RATIO OF PROBATION OFFICERS IN CALIFORNIA TO OFFENDERS ON
PROBATION

The 1996 California Research Bureau (CRB) study of probation services in California
found that the higher the risk a probation offender posed, the more likely he or she would
be closely supervised (See Chart 11).*

Offenders Chart 11
The Average Ratio in California of Probation Officers to Offenders on Probation (1994)

700 629-1

Banked Probation Supervised Probation Alternative Sanctions*
(no supervision) 1994 * Does not include restitution, community service, or

e e . drug and alcohol treatment.
Source: California Research Bureau\California State Library, 1996

According to the CRB study, about one half of all local adult probation staff were
assigned to supervise less than ten percent of all adult offenders placed on probation.
These were the highest risk offenders. Consequently, probation departments were unable
to actively supervise all other court-assigned probationers. The practice used by most
departments was to “bank” lower risk offenders in caseload files with no (in most cases)
supervision.

Adult probation line staff and managers believe that workload standards are a better
measurement of work activity than caseload ratios. Workload standards distinguish
between the number of cases, contacts and other responsibilities required for each case,
and job activities that are not related to case management.”” For example, probation
officers are also responsible for conducting a variety of investigative reporting including
pretrial and pre-sentence reports.
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ALTERNATIVE PROBATION SANCTIONS

The primary objective of alternative probation sanction programs is to monitor a
probationer’s behavior in such a way as to minimize the risk to society that the
probationer poses by not being incarcerated. The expectation is that the probationer’s
behavior will be controlled enough to prevent the probationer from re-offending, due to
the increased likelihood that any re-offense would be detected. Table 2 lists alternative
sanction programs offered by probation departments in California.

Table 2
Probation Programs Offered By California Counties, 2002

Rehabilitation Programs Monitoring Programs
e Substance Abuse e Intensive Supervision
e Alcohol Abuse e  Electronic Monitoring
e  Sex Offender e Day Reporting
e Anger Management e Restitution
e  Batterers e Jail Diversion
e Domestic Violence Services e House Arrest
e Inpatient/Outpatient Mental Health e Halfway Houses

e FEarly Release

Source: Probation Services Task Force Interim Report, Survey Results, California Judicial Council, January
2002

The 1996 CRB survey of 49 county probation departments found that 40,601 adult
probation offenders were sentenced to alternative sanction programs. Many offenders
were required to participate in more than one sanction program. Chart 12 shows the
relative use of alternative sanction programs in 1996 by county probation departments.

Chart 12
Alternative Sentencing Programs Offered by County Probation Departments

Types of Programs

Electronic Monitoring

Source: California Research Bureau\State Library, 1996 Number of counties
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Governance

In 57 of California’s 58 counties, a single chief probation officer has oversight and
supervisory responsibility for both the adult and juvenile services provided by the
probation department. Only San Francisco City and County maintains separate adult and
juvenile probation departments, each with its own chief probation officer. In the vast
majority of counties, the Supervising Judge appoints the chief probation officer.

Probation departments are locally financed county agencies, and the chief probation
officer is a county official who hires staff according to county procedures. There is
considerable variation in policies, procedures, and facilities among probation departments
in California.*® No single state governmental agency is responsible for collecting
probation data, such as regular or specialized offender/caseload ratios or
funding/supervision information.

The Board of Corrections (BOC) works in partnership with city and county officials to
develop and maintain standards for the construction and operation of local jails and
juvenile detention facilities, and for the employment and training of local corrections and
probation personnel. The BOC also inspects local adult and juvenile detention facilities;
disburses training funds; administers grant programs that respond to facility construction
needs, juvenile crime and delinquency, and mentally ill offenders; and conducts special
studies relative to the public safety of California’s communities. It does not have a
specific focus on probation, however, and does not gather or keep probation-related data.

**Expenses in the Chart 13
Millions Statewide Operating Expenses for County Probation Departments in California
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How is Probation Funded in California?

Local criminal justice officials contend that probation departments in California do not
have adequate or stable funding sources to support the delivery of vital mandated
services. Funding comes mainly from county general funds, a declining funding source.
While there has been an increase in the amount of federal and state grant funding
available for probation since 1996, the grants are time limited and will eventually expire.
Grants have contributed to the substantial increase in county probation expenditures
shown in Chart 13.)

According to a recent California Probation Task Force report, a survey of six probation
departments found that the percentage of county general fund money in their probation
budgets has decreased. Four of the largest probation departments in the state received
county general funds of less than 50 percent of their total budget between 1996 and
2001.” Many probation departments are augmenting county appropriations and grant
funding with fees imposed on probationers. These fees often pay for counseling and
victim-related services.” When grant funding expires, probation fees may not make up
for the loss of the revenues.

A historical perspective on the declining revenue streams for California probation
departments can be traced to the late 1970s, with the passage of Proposition 13. At that
time, adult probation resources were reduced to the bare minimum in many counties.
Probation departments made dramatic cuts, greatly increasing caseloads. In the late
1990s, with federal and state funding increases, some probation departments created new
and innovative services. The new funding sources (mostly one or multi-year grants) are
mostly targeted for juvenile services, such as the state Juvenile Crime Enforcement and
Accountability Challenge Grant Program (1996) and the state Juvenile Justice Crime
Prevention Act (2000).

In 1996, the federal government established the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) program, with state block grants totaling $16.5 billion. In California, $164
million of this funding was set aside to support probation departments in the provision of
23 approved juvenile services. These include mental health assessment and counseling,
life skills counseling, anger management, violence prevention, conflict resolution,
aftercare services, and therapeutic day treatment.” As a result, juvenile prevention and
early intervention programs have become core services for many county probation
departments. While local probation departments believe that the increased funding of
juvenile supervision and rehabilitation programs has been beneficial, the shift in
emphasis has meant that the limited and remaining staff and resources are insufficient to
manage and supervise the adult probation population.

V Welfare and Institution Code Section 18220-18222.
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LOCAL AND STATE OFFENDER SUPERVISION/COLLABORATION IN
CALIFORNIA

Most California law enforcement agencies, including representatives of county probation
departments and the Department of Corrections, Parole and Community Services
Division, participate in the Law Enforcement Consortium, which meets quarterly to
identify problems of mutual concern and develop possible solutions. It is not a formal or
mandated collaboration, but rather an informal policy roundtable.

There are other programs in which law enforcement, probation and parole collaborate at
the local level. Examples include:

e “Operation Revitalization” in Vallejo, which involves six local agencies
(including probation officers), with the goal of suppressing street crime and
supporting community-oriented policing in targeted neighborhoods. It operates
school-based intervention programs (directed at drug and alcohol abuse, gangs,
and truancy), intervention and treatment services for youth in after-school care,
and community-based service referrals.

e The Fugitive Recovery Enforcement Team (FRET), a partnership between the
San Francisco Police Department and the California Department of Corrections,
Parole and Community Service Division, apprehends local parolees and
probationers who have outstanding warrants.

e The California Department of Justice’s “Violence Suppression Program” is a local
and state collaborative staffed by 38 special agents who have broad jurisdictional
authority to pursue criminals across county boundaries. Teams of sheriffs, police,
probation, and state parole officers monitor the movement and activity of high-
risk probation and parole offenders. These county teams also assist state
Department of Justice agents in apprehending violent criminals with outstanding
arrest warrants.

Funding for these collaborative efforts comes primarily from federal formula grants
(mostly the Edward Bryne Memorial Fund) and state grants. All counties receive a
formula portion of federal Edward Bryne Memorial Funds to support local violence
suppression teams. These special teams are usually involved in monitoring probation
sanctions such as intensive supervision, electronic monitoring, and specialized counseling
programs.
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APPENDIX A

A BREAKDOWN BY COUNTY OF THE NUMBER OF PAROLEES IN CALIFORNIA
2001
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TABLE 3
TOTAL FELONS PAROLED AND RE-PAROLED FROM AN INSTITUTION
BY REGION OF PAROLE

CALENDAR YEAR 2001
: TOTAL TYPE OF PAROLE
| ._____________________________iﬁFﬁiRSﬁTﬁE&K@LE.’.’.’.’.’.’.’:.’IREI?AE@Eiiiiiiiiiiiiii
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Department of Corrections, Data Analy51s Unit Estimates and Statistical Analysm Section Offender
Information Services Branch
May 2002
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TABLE 4

TOTAL FELONS PAROLED AND RE-PAROLED FROM AN INSTITUTION

BY COUNTY OF PAROLE

CALENDAR YEAR 2001
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TABLE 4 CONTINUED

TOTAL FELONS PAROLED AND RE-PAROLED FROM AN INSTITUTION
BY COUNTY OF PAROLE

CALENDAR YEAR 2001
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TABLE 5

TOTAL FEMALE FELONS PAROLED AND RE-PAROLED FROM AN INSTITUTION
BY COUNTY OF PAROLE

CALENDAR YEAR 2001
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TOTAL FELONS PAROLED AND RE-PAROLED FROM AN INSTITUTION

BY COUNTY OF PAROLE
CALENDAR YEAR 2001
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